Making commitments to cooperate facilitates cooperation. There is a long-standing theoretical debate about how promissory obligations come into existence, and whether linguistic acts (such as saying "I promise") are a necessary part of the process. To inform this debate we experimentally investigated whether even minimal, nonverbal behavior can be taken as a commitment to cooperate, as long as it is communicative. Five-to 7-year-old children played a Stag Hunt coordination game in which they needed to decide whether to cooperate or play individually. During the decision-making phase, children's partner made either ostensive, communicative eye contact or looked non-communicatively at them. In Study 1 we found that communicative looks produced an expectation of collaboration in children. In Study 2 we found that children in the communicative look condition normatively protested when their partner did not cooperate, thus showing an understanding of the communicative looks as a commitment to cooperate. This is the first experimental evidence, in adults or children, that in the right context, communicative, but not non-communicative, looks can signal a commitment.
Introduction
Successful cooperation enables individuals to achieve greater goals than would be possible on their own. However, entering into cooperative interactions carries risks. The classic example is that if many people participate in a public demonstration, they can create change, but if only a few people participate, their effort may be wasted and they may be put in danger. As a potential demonstrator, before one takes the risk of showing up to participate, one needs to judge whether others will participate too. To reduce uncertainty about others' behavior in cooperative interactions, communication and commitments are particularly useful tools (Michael & Pacherie, 2015) . It has been shown that exchanging verbal commitments substantially increases successful cooperation in social dilemmas among adults (for a meta-analysis, see Sally, 1995) .
Typically, commitments arise verbally through speech acts of promising or making agreements. For example, Peter can commit himself to washing the dishes after dinner by promising his wife he will do so. He then has an obligation to wash the dishes and his wife has the right to protest if he does not. Although different definitions of commitments exist, most involve this general formulation: If one social partner intentionally communicates to another that he intends to do X, and the other acknowledges this, then they have common knowledge about this interaction, and the first partner is committed to do X (e.g., Austin, 1975; Searle, 1969; Scanlon, 1998) .
There is considerable debate among philosophers about how one key type of commitments, promises, function. The main point of contention is the explanation of how promissory obligations come into existence. Conventionalist theories argue that promising is a social practice involving convention, and that only certain verbal statements (e.g., "I promise to do X" or "I will do X") or conventional acts (e.g., nodding) under the right circumstances will create promissory obligations (Hume, 1739 (Hume, -1740 (Hume, /1969 Kolodny & Wallace, 2003; Rawls, 1955; Searle, 1969) . In contrast, most contemporary accounts reject the idea that the core of promises is rooted in social convention (Gilbert, 2004; Owens, 2006; Scanlon, 1998; Shiffrin, 2008) . For example, Scanlon (1998) argues that whenever one individual intentionally leads another to expect that he will do X (and knows that the other wants to be assured of X), he is committed to do X, as the general moral principle not to mislead others is in place. Similarly, MacCormick (MacCormick & Raz, 1972) has stressed the role of reliance: If one individual has intentionally induced another to rely on him, then he is committed to follow through. This is especially evident when the other individual takes detrimental action for herself based on her expectations of the 
